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Chapter in Quebec the old French law, but the prerogatives of
	1   the Crown are based on English common law, and as
such were introduced on the acquisition of these terri-
tories, superseding, in so far as they were inconsistent,
the former law. It is clear that it would be impossible
for the British Crown to accept by conquest preroga-
tives inconsistent with the principles of English law.
This rule, however, applies in strictness only to the
essential political prerogatives. The English preroga-
tive inevitably includes certain minor matters which
may be negatived in their application to territories
under a different system of legislation. This considera-
tion, however, is of minimal importance in its applica-
tion to the Dominions. But, when powers of govern-
ment exist under local law which are not inconsistent
with the British prerogative, they can be exercised on
behalf of the Crown.
The extent of the prerogative rights effective in the
Dominions is very large. The Crown enjbys exemption
from criminal or civil liability save in so far as it has
been waived by statute.1 All land is vested in it as
ultimate owner, and all waste land is its absolute
property;2 gold and silver mines belong to it;3 escheats
of land, treasure trove, and the estates of persons dying
intestate without kin fall to it.4 It enjoys priority for
its debts in bankruptcy and the winding up of com-
1	It rests with the Governor-General of Canada to allow a petition of
right to be brought: Lovibond v. Governor-General of Canada, [1930]
A.C. 717. For Western Australia see R. v. McNeil, [1927] A.C. 380; for
South Australia, Laffer v. Gillen, [1927] A.C. 886.
2	A.-G. for Saskatchewan v. A.-G. for Canada, [1932] A.C. 28.
3	Hudson Bay Co. v. A.-G. for Canada, [1929] A.C. 285.
4	A.-G. for Ontario v. Mercer (1883), 8 App. Cas. 767; A.-G. for Alberta
v. A.-G. for Canada, [1928] A.C. 475; bona vacantia of companies, JK. v.
A.-G. for British Columbia, [1924] A.C. 213.

